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The Midstate Regional Planning Agency is pleased to transmit
to its member communities the results of the retail trade

survey.for the Midstate Planning Region.

The survey was designed to serve in the development of short
range programs as well as long range plans. |t is expected
that the results will be used not only by commissions in the
Formulation of realistic regional and local land use plans,
but by local merchants for immediate application in the in-
stitution of practices and policies which will individually
and collectively enhance the retail trade structure within

the Region.

The retail trade survey represents a highly gratifying co-
operative venture between Midstate and the Greater Middle-
. town Chamber of Commerce. It is fair to say that the two

~organizations working together accomplished far more than

either could have individually., We are looking forward to
more undertakings of this type in the future.

Very truly yours, C:E)
C})/ﬁ-ﬂ»\/\ _ v

George M. Eames, |1I
Chairman

GME/cja

IRWIN MOSS KAPLAN, DIRECTOR
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The Midstate Regional Planning Agency and the Greater
Middletown Chamber of Commerce are indebted to the
members of the Retail Trade Bureau, who gave of their
time and ability to help formulate a more meaningful
study; to Sheriff Joseph P. Walsh and the men and
personnel of the Middlesex State Jail in Haddam, who
assisted in the addressing of the envelopes for the
mailing of the survey questionnaire; to Cadet Girl
Scouts of Middletown, Troops 2003; 2009, and 2!58;
Merton A. Bozoian; Principal, and Ronald Brown, Dis-
tributive Education Instructor; Middletown High School,
and the Middletown High School students, all of whom
assisted in the coding and the preparation of the
answer sheets; and to Raymond and May Associates, who
assisted in the tabulation and overall guidance of the

survey.,




GENERAL SUMMARY AND CONCLUS|ONS

This survey of the retail trade %rends and patiecrns of
Midstate residents undertaken by the Midstate Regional
Planning Agency with the assistance of the Greater Middle-
town Chamber of Commerce has determined that the Middle-
town Central Business District, or Downtown Middletown,
has remained the primary shopping location for Midstate
residents. However, Midstate residents shop in a wide
variety of areas, ranging from New York City to Boston.
The fact that more than half of the Region’s residents
have charge accounts at the leading Hartford stores in-
dicates that the Middietown Central Business District does
not have a monopoly on purchases by Midstate residents.

In recent years, the communities of the Midstate Region
have maintained their role as the dominant, but not the
exclusive focus fTor the shopping needs of their residents.
Although the Midstate Region has not been, and is not now
a completely self-contained shopping area, the degree to
which residents make purchases outside the Region depends
upon such factors as: location of residence, income, size
of Tamily, place of work, specific item, and the point in

time the purchase is made.

During the past five years, there has been a slight de-
cline in patronage of Midstate shopping areas by Midstate

residents, Residents who moved into the Region during the




past Tive years patronize the Midstate shepping areas to

a lesser extent than those residents who have resided in

the Region over five years. An important source of the
Region’s retail strength appears to be the result of fong
standing loyalties and traditional shopping patterns. How-
ever, new residents are noﬁ bound by ithese loyalties, and
increasingly accessible shopping areas of great attractive--

ness seem to be effectively challenging tradition.

The increased population, higher residential'densities, and
greater mobility characteristic of area growth have con-
tributed to the conditions necessary for new and competitive
retail centers to strengthen the Region’s degree of retail
self-sufficiency. To date however, the core area of Middle~
town has been able to participate only to a |limited extent
in the opportunities offered by growing and shifting tréde
areas. |t is evident that Midstate’s retail expansion po-
tential is affected by recent developments in such areas

as Old Saybrook, Meriden, and New Haven, while the retaijl
potential of downtown Middletown is affected by significant

retail growth outside Middletown’s core.

Specific findings of the survey indicate that Midstate
residents prefer to shop in evenings and on Saturdays.
In addition, the vast majority of Midstate residents pre-

fer the traditional store charge account to the newer,




multi-store bank sponsored charge account being introduced
into the region. Among those residents who hald the new
multi-purpose charge account, there was no clear preference
for either charge account form. |+t should be rscognized
that this attitude may be conditioned by the fact that most

residents do not current!y own any bank charge cards,.

Parking in Downtown Middietown was the subject of many comments
and several of the survey questions. Most shoppers coming

to Downtown Middletown expressed difficuity in parking; about
half of the residents indicated that the present enforcement

policy on parking meters dizcouraged zhopping trips to Dowii-

town Middletown. These comments about parking are not unique
to Middletown; every growing retail center in urban arcas
must expand its parking facilities to meet the increasing

mobility of the population. The two car Family is virtually
the rule rather than the exception, and with the advent of
the second car, the families of the area have greater mobil-
ity with the result of increased competition from greater
distances and greater demands upon the [imited parking
facilities of the older central business districts, Re-
spondents to the survey indicated that they would utilize
off street parking facilities if they were priced the same
as the street parking meters. Several respondents, however,
commented that free parking should be available to shoppers

in the central business district as it is in the suburban
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shopping centers. Many respondents singled out specific
Downtown Middletown stores for favorable comment on the
availability of parking which provided free parking to

their customers.

The merchants of the various shopping areas within the
Midstate Region can not afford to be complacent with thein
existing patronage. The past five years has shown a slight
erosion in the percentage of Midstate residents who patronize
Downtown Middletown. In most instances, a shopping area
outside the Region increased its percentage of Midstate
patronage during the same period. The retailers have a
difficult and continuous task to improve their facilitics

and image simply to maintain a constant percentage of Mi«-

state purchases.
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INTRODUCT1ON

Retail trade is the supply line upon which we daily depend.
Each purchase of food or clothing, of necessities or lux-
uries, constitutes a retail trade transaction. The patterns
of retail trade reflect the economic well-being of the Re-
gion as well as the quality of life of its residents. The
purpose of this survey was to determine the important pat-
terns of retail trade by Midstate residents, and the im-
plications and trends for the future. The information ob-
tained from this survey will be utilized in many ways, in-
cluding the preparation of the Regional Plan of Development

for the Midstate Planning Region. |

‘Midstate residents purchase their goods in many areas besides
those of the Midstate region. These include Hartford, New
Haven, and Meriden. One of the purposes of this survey is

to analyze the trends toward or away from shopping in the

Midstate Region.

There seems to be an indication, although not quantifiable,
that shopping is in part social and recreational in nature:
that distance to shopping centers may sometimes be an in-
ducement, rather than a barrier, to explore new areas. The
ease and rapidity with which Connecticut can be traversed

appears to encourage this. The survey was geared to rational

answers, but it may be well to remember thét'shopping habits

may not be clearly rational in nature.




In Appendix A, a brief description of the methodology used

in the survey is given. Although most of the findings pre-
sented in this summary report are based upon returns for the
entire Region, similar information is available in most in-
stances, in unpublished form for each town of the Midstate
Region in the office of the Midstate Regional Planning Agency.
Appendix B is a copy of the questionnaire used in this survey.
The original questionnaire was printed on both sides of an

82 x 14 paper rather than on the four pages of Appendix B.

The information developed in this survey, published and
unpublished, is geared for use by local merchants and éov—
ernmental agencies to provide a framework to meet the needs
of the Midstate residents through effective land use plan-
ning and implementation of those plans. |f further needs

dictate, there will be an additional summary report of im-

plications and further refinement of survey information.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESPONDENTS

Several of the questions in the survey Form.were designed

to determine the characteristics of the families responding
to the surﬁey. This information provides a proper perspec-
tive for purchasing habits, since these habits may be quite
different among various economic groups, family sizes, areas
of residence,land so on. The general characteristics of the
respondents who now live within the Midstate Region are
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summar ized below.

A, Place of Residence Five Years Ano

Eighty-three percent of the Midstate respondents
stated that they resided within the Midstate Region
Five years ago. Only eight percent stated that they
lived outside of Connecticut in 1963. The families
which have resided in the Region for the past five
years provided a means to determine trends in shop-
ping habits over the five yvears, and an indication

of the changes in relative strength of the Midd!etown

shopping areas as opposed to Hartford, New Haven, and

S0 0Oh,

B. Family Size

The total number of people included in the Family
responding to the survey may influence the shopping
habits of the respondent. Combined with information
on the employment within the family and the family
income, different shopping patterns may be expected.
For example, a Tamily of five may have a different
shopping pattern than a family of two, even though
both families may huve the same annual family income.
In addition to the size of the family, the age of
the youngest child present in the family may also in-

fluence shopping patterns, especially in the family’'s
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preference for shopping hours. Family size and

age of youngest child at home of Midstate respon.-

ents are given in Table |.

| ncome

The combined family income of the respondent direct-
ly relates to the effective buying power of the fam-
ily. Combined with other available information, in-
come may also be an indication of the mobility of
the family to shop outside of their immediate area.
Annual family income for Midstate respondents is

presented in Table 2.

Employment

The place of employment of various family members
may have a direct effect on <iie shopping habits and
pPeFerénces of a family or of a family member. For
example, a family with the wife working in the Hart-
ford area may have different preferences in shopping
areas when shopping for women’s apparel than a fam-
ily with the wife working in the Middletown area.
Place of employment information is presented in

Table 3.




TABLE |

FAMILY SIZE AND AGE OF YOQUNGEST CHILD AT HOME

For Respondents Living in Midstate Region

FAMILY SIZE
(Persons)

PERCENT OF
RESPONDENTS

28.5
14.6
1.2
10.9

34.8

T e e mm e me me o me e Em A e MW o W am R MR MR b M e e e e e pa e M Ry mm e mm ms me mm e s e R — = — o me e rm

AGE OF
PERCENT OF YOUNGEST
RESPONDENTS CHILD
6.7 0-5 years
23.4 6-10 years
19.8 I1-15 years
24.1 16 years and
13.6 over
8.1 no answer
4.3
TABLE 2

ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME

For Respondents Living Within the Midstate Region

INCOME RANGE

PERCENT OF

RESPONDENTS

less than $5,000

$5,000 - 7,499
$7,500 - 9,999

$10,000 - 14,999
$15,000 - 20,000

over $20,000

6
15
25
36
|2

5.
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TABLE 3

FAMILY MEMBERS REGULARLY EMPLOYED AND

PLACE OF EMPLOYMENT

For Residents of the Midstate Region

FAMI LY PERCENT OF
MEMBER FAMILIES

PLACE OF EMPLOYMENT

Husband

93.2

Middletown Area

New Britain-Bristol Area
Hartford Area

New Haven Area
Meriden-Wall ingford Area
£l sewhere

PERCENT

A EE s B o e e e s e e e e s R e e e e e v e R R R e M TR A b e mm e e e e e e e ma ek R mE EE EE by e e

Middletown Area
Hartford Area
Elsewhere

One
Additional
Fami |y
Member

Two or More
Additional
Family
Members

355

Middletown Area
Hartford Area
Elsewhere




SUMMARY OF SURVEY FINDINGS

This summary of the Retail Trade Survey is divided into
two major sections: +the first section summarizes the
findings of the general questions contained in the survey

on shopping hour preferences, parking, communications, and

the features of the shopping areas. Part two of the summary

details the trends and present shopping patterns of the Mid-

state Residents on the survey item basis.

GENERAL SHOPPING PREFERENCES AND CHARACTERISTICS

Where preferences were requested, answers appeared to be
predominant!ly drawn from the alternatives cuirrently avail-
able to shoppers. There were some opportunities in the
questionnaire to state preferences which were outside es-
tablished patterns. The questionnaire however, did not
stress the importance of stating preferences regardless of
whether or not they were currently available. |t is not
clear therefore, if such conditions as available evening
shopping hours are fundamentally satisfactory, or if the
respondents did not adequately assess their own needs and
preferences. When alternatives were available within the
individual shopper’s own experience however, preferences
were asked in terms of those alternatives. That is, re-
spondents were asked to state their dissatisfaction with

certain shopping areas relative to others. This approach
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offered a clearer focus to selecting preferences rather
than the abstract approach. This approach appeared to

isolate clearer preferences.

A. Shopping Hour Preferences

Two questions were included to isolate basic
differences between the preference for shopping

for groceries and non-food items, and to analyze
the non-food shopping hour preference with the agé
of the youngest child at home for the effect of.the
age of the youngest child on shopping hour pbefer;
ences., The answers to both of these quesfioﬁs ;
appeared to be conditioned by the existing pattern
of store hours, as respondents often made |ittle
distinction between their preferences as their ex-
isting habits. With this limitation in mind, the

following tabulation reflects grocery and non-food

shopping preferences. |t should be noted that each

respondent was asked for three preferences. Re-
spondents who checked more than three choices were

excluded from the tabulation.

. Grocery Shopping. Of the ninety percent of the

Midstate respondents who replied, almost one out of
every three included Friday evening as one of their

three choices for grocery shopping. The grocery
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shopping preferences are presented in Table 4.

TABLE 4

PREFERENCES FOR SHOPPING FOR GROCERIES

Percent of Respondents

Day of Week Percent of Residents who preferred

Morning Afternoon " Evening
Monday 7.5 4.8 ‘ 6.9
Tuesday 7.3 5.0 9.4
Wednesday 14.5 1.5 9.6
Thursday 5.7 14.6 28.6
Friday 15.9 (4.9 30.7
Saturday |7 .4 13.0 0.2

Grocery shopping is predicated upon many factors,
two of the most important being the frequency of
pay periods and the day of the week on which it
falls and store promotions. Table 4 reflects more
accurately the existing pattern of grocery shopping
in the Midstate Region rather than resident prefer-

ence.

2. Non-Food Shopping (Clothing, Furniture, etc.)

Shopping hours preference for non-food items is for
evenings and Saturday. Thursday and fFriday evenings
are most preferred, followed by Saturday afternoon
and Wednesday evening. Among various income cate-
gories, with the exception of the lowest income
group, (those with annual family incomes undepr

$5,000), evening and Saturday shopping preference
-9 -




PREFERENCES FOR SHOPPING FOR NON-FOOD | TEMS

predominated. Within the lowest income group, no
clear preference was indicated with the exception

of Friday evening. The Friday evening preference

of almost Torty percent of the respondents was clearly
infFluenced by the existing Middietown retail merchant
policy of remaining open Friday evenings. The pref-
erences shown in Table 5 clearly indicate, however,
that Midstate residents do prefer Saturday and
evening shopping to weekday morning and afternoon
shopping. Shopping hour preferences for families
with various ages of youngest children at home did

not change for the various age categories; all

preferred evening and Saturday shopping.

TABLE 5

Percent of Respondents

Day of Week Percent of Residents who preferred

Morning Afternoon Evening
Monday 5.8 5.0 12.0
Tuesday 9.0 7.0 16.9
Wednesday 9.2 (N 22.3
Thursday 8.2 10.0 29.9
Friday 6.8 7.9 38.8
Saturday 14.6 22.8 15.9




Park.ing

Two questions concerning shopper preferences for
parking were included in the questionnaire. The
first concerned off-street parking in the Central
Business District. Fach respondent was asked if
te would first look for a parking space on Main
Street or drive immediately to a parking lot if
of f street parking were available at the same
price. Respondents were about equally divided,
although reéidents of suburban towns more distant
from the Central Business District indicated they
would drive directly to a parking lot, while res-
idents of Cromwell, Middletown, Middlefield, and -
Portland preferred to first look along Main Street
for a space. Of the total Midstate response, fifty-
five percent preferred to first look for a Main
Street space, while forty-five percent would drive
directly to a lot. Fifty-nine percent of the Ches-
ter, Deep-River, and Essex residents would drive
immediately to a parking lot. The second parking
question asked whether the existing parking meter
enforcement policy influences the respondents’
shopping habits in downtown Middletown. Almost

half of the Midstate respondents, (forty-eight
percent) replied that existing parking meter en-

forcement policy discourages shopping trips, while
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three percent replied the policy encourages shop-
ping trips, and Torty-nine percent replied the

policy did not influence their shopping habits.

As Middietown attempts to strengthen its retail
core and draw more people downtown, it becomes
increasingly ﬁnvealistic for Fifty-Tive percent
of shoppers to cruise along Main Street before
driving to a parking lot. By the same token,
parking enforcement policies which discourage
forty-eight percent of the shoppers, although a
necessary expedient for downtown traffic condi-

tions, may nhot be in the City’'s long term interest.

The information developed in response to this ques-

tion appears to warrant further investigation.

Credit Practices

Three credit practices were included on the ex-
isting credit habits and the credit preferences of
the respondents. The Tirst question asked the re-
spondent which, if any, bank-type charge card he
had. Seventy-three percent of the Midstate re-
spondents replied that they did not have one of
three specified bank-type charge cards; eleven
percent replied they had the CAP card, twenty
percent replied they had the Connecticut Charge
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Plan card, and three percent replied they had the
Unicard., To the second credit preference question,
howeveﬁ, eighty-three percent replied that they
preferred a store to maintain their own charge
accounts, Of the seventeen percent of the re-
spondents who replied that they preferred a bank-
type charge account system, seventy-seven percent
had at least one of the bank-type charge cards,
while only eighteen percent of those who preferred
stores to have their own charge accounts held a

bank-type charge account.

The third credit practice question asked the
respondent for which of the six spécified out-of-
town stores he had a charge account. |n Table 6,
the percentage of the residents who specified they

had each of the charge accounts is presented.

From the returns in Table 6, over half of Midstate
residents have at least one of the specified out-
of-town store charge accounts. The percentage of
residents who have out-of-town store charge ac-
counts is comparable with the percentage of res-
idents who stated that they shop in the store

areas for specific items. However, the percentages
in Table 6 are Higher than any comparable percentage

for specific item shopping, indicating that many

,,]3_




TABLE ©
PERCENT OF RESIDENTS HAVING SPECIFIED
STORE CHARGE ACCOUNTS

, MIDSTATE CHESTER*-DEEP RIVER

STORE RESIDENTS ESSEX RES|IDENTS
Hartford: ‘

G. Fox & Co. . 57 .4% 54.0%
Sage Al lent . 29.4% . 52.4%
Brown-Thompson 14.9% 0.3 %
West Hartford

Lord and Taylor 9.3% 15.9%
New Haven

Malley's 4.5% 19.8%
Macy’s 8.8% 16.7%
NONE OF THE ABOVE 38.8% 30.2%

*Also located in 0ld Saybrook and Wethersfield

residents who did not state that they shop in
the areas listed above do utilize either the
telephone or mail order services of the stores
[isted above or infrequently shop in these
stores.  Sixty-three percent of the Midstate
residents pesponded that they do utilize the
available mail order and telephone order serv-

ices of out-of-town stores.

D. Communications

Respondents were asked to indicate from which
communications media, - radio and newspaper, did

they receive useful shopping information, and
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upon which medium they generally rely upon for
advertising. |In Table 7 the percentage of the
Region’'s residents who obtain usefu! shopping

information from each of the listed sources is

presented. Note that the question did not -ask

if the respondent read a particular newspaper

or listened to a particular radio station, but
only if the respondent obtained useful shopping

information from the particular medium.

TABLE 7
MIDSTATE RESIDENTS

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS OBTAINING USEFUL SHOPPING

INFORMATION FROM SPECIFIC NEWSPAPER OR

RADIO STATION

PERCENT OF MIDSTATE
RESIDENTS OBTAINING
USEFUL SHOPPING IN-

NEWSPAPER , FORMAT ON
Hartford Courant Dai[yg 58.4%
Middletown Press (Daily 88.2%
Hartford Courant (Sunday) 59.0%
RADI(O STATION

WCNX (Middletown) 31.9%
WTIC Hartford; 43.8%
WDRC (Hartford 12.0%
WRCH (New Britain) 8.0%
WPOP (Hartford) 7.0%

NOTE -

Totals may exceed 100% because multiple answers
were permitted.
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The questionnaire also asked residents if they
obtained useful shopping information from any

of the eight weekly newspapers and shoppers
|isted. Because of the limited distribution of
these publications, only town by town percentages
afe valid for each publication. This information
is available in unpublished form. However,
thirty-seven percent of the Region’s residents
did reply that they obtained useful shoppiﬁg

information from weekly and shopper publications.

Respondents were also asked which of five media
they generally relied upon for advertising. Of
the ninety-four percent who answered this ques-
tion, multiple answers being permitted, eighty-
six percent repiied newspaper, twenty-one percent
replied mail, thirteen percent replied word of
mouth, eleven percent replied free newspapers,

and nine percent replied radio.

Taken together, the indications of the commu-
nications questions are that residents currently
“utilize the written media as their basic source
of advertising information. The influence of
the Hartford shopping area is evidenced by the
high percentage of residenfs who utilize the

Hartford area media for advertising information,
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since such media currently carry relatively

little Middletown area advertising.

Features of the Midstate Shopping Areas

The final general question-of the survey asked
respondents to indicate which of nine statements
they felt described undesirable features of the
shopping areas with which they were familiar,
Sixteen bercent of the respondents did not check
any feature for any area. |In Table 8, the per-
centage of the Midstate Residents who checked
each particular feature is given for the Down-
town Middietown shopping area. |t should be
recognized that this question was designed
strictly to determine the relative priorities

of problems in shopping in downtown Middletown.

This in no way indicates the_absolute severity

of the problem.

Additional comments were made on the double
parking downtown, the need for comfort stations,
the need for better quality merchandise in the

stores, and the need for more parking areas.

in general, the comments about downtown Middle-
town are what might be expected for a traditional
core city shopping area which must now meet the

needs of an expanding more mobile population.
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